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CLASSIFICATION OF MSS OF THE SCHOLIA ON AESCHYLUS
OLE L. SMITH
The following notes on a number of i^lSS containing scholia on
Aeschylus are presented here in order to demonstrate a number
of facts of some importance for scholars working on the trans-
mission of Aeschylus and for a correct evaluation of the MSS
of the poet. First of all I wish to show that some MSS have
been overlooked because they have been thought to be of no
value on very slender evidence; secondly, that the basic dis-
tinction between the MSS of Aeschylus according to the type
of commentary breaks down as soon as the material is analysed
in more detail than has hitherto been possible; thirdly, that
we need much closer analysis of the MSS in order to build up
a theory of the transmission of Aeschylus.
As we all know, serious investigation of the MSS of Aeschy-
lus began with Turyn ' s book on The Manuscript Tradition of the Tra-
gedies of Aeschylus (New York 1943) . Before this epoch-making
study, most scholars were groping in the dark among the nume-
rous and unclassified MSS of the poet. If most of what I have
to say here directly or indirectly argues against Turyn 's worW
this is only as it should be, and I am sure that no one will
understand my position better than Turyn himself.
Since 1970 I have been working on an edition of the scholic.'
on Aeschylus and have by now collated almost all MSS known
to contain scholia plus a few more on which nothing was known
2)
and therefore ought to be checked. It goes without saying
that I have only been interested in the scholia; accordingly,
what I have to say here can only pertain to the scholia, if
the poetic text is not expressly mentioned. This caveat is ne-
cessary all the more since I am not convinced that scholia in-
variably follow the poetic text in the transmission. As is we]
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known, the axiom that text and scholia were copied by scribes
from the same exemplar was a foundation for Turyn's work on
3)Aeschylus.
I shall begin with a MS that demonstrates the danger in-
herent in any attempt to classify the MSB of Aeschylus. The
MS Sj {Vat. gr. 58) was classified by Turyn as partly "old,"
partly "Thoman." He found that Prometheus and Septem in Vat.
gr. 58 were Thoman (this part only was called Sj), while Persae
was old and belonged to the a class ( = Ne) . However, he ex-
pressly stated that the scholia were composite, both old and
Byzantine material were mixed up. This ought to have put the
classification in doubt since one would have expected that
the scholia were divided along the same lines as the poetic
text, if the axiom "poetic text and scholia from the same ex-
emplar" was to hold good. The fact that there is a difference
between the parts established by Turyn is corroborated by his
true observation that the Persae has been written by a diffe-
rent scribe. As can be seen from the scholia, however, there
can be no doubt that the MS is not made up of different parts;
the whole of the Aeschylus part has been written during a
single term of work.
In any case, Sj would not seem to be a MS that had anything
to offer the prospective editor either in the scholia or in
the poetic text. The Thoman scholia are known from a number of
good and respectable contemporary MSS, and in the Persae the
MS does not come very high in the list. However, the editor
of the Prometheus scholia, C.J. Herington, found that Sj had
a majority of A scholia on this play, and that the Thoman scho-
lia seemed in this MS to be mostly additions occurring at the
bottom of the page. But he also observed that the regularity
of the lay-out and script in Sj were indications that Sj in it-
self should be considered a copy of a composite MS, in which
5)
various additions from several sources had been made. Because
he only concerned himself with the Prometheus^ Herington did
only touch the surface of the problems in S j . The analysis of
this MS is, I think, much more complicated, and I will there-
fore go into some detail in order to illustrate the problems
facing any investigator of the scholia of Aeschylus.
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It is true that the scholia on the first play are mainly A scholia;
though if Herington had collated Sj throughout in this play, I believe
he would have noticed that the last scholium on the Prometheus is quite
different from the preceding ones. While the other A scholia on the Pro-
metheus follow the regular A version, the scholium 1080 H. in Sj f.42
follows the version in P and Pd, adding at klvtV^EUQ f\ before ai. feAj^gELQ
and reading guvxexdpoCKTaL (line 8) instead of xeTdpoKTaL .And in the next
play, the Septem, sj basically exhibits the PPd version of the A scho-
lia. The same is true for the Persae, as was first seen by Prof. Zabrow-
7)
ski. Thus we have in Sj instead of a run-of-the-mill "Thoman' MS, a ve-
ry welcome further witness to the important recension of scholia until now
only known from P and Pd. I cannot here deal with the complicated ques-
tions that now arise about the relation between PPd and S j , especially
since there are traces of further witnesses in the MSS Na {.Vat. Ottob. gr.
346) and R {Vat. gr. 57) , on which see below.
On the other hand, there are considerable foreign elements, mostly
Thoman, in S j . As was emphasized by Herington, the MS does not look as
having been reworked and added to. But the fact remains that the Thoman
elements in the scholia on the Septem have all been written at the bottom
or the top of the pages, where one would normally find additions entered
after the main column of scholia had been written. Moreover, there seems
to be differences in ductus between the Thoman scholia and the A (PPd)
8)
scholia. In addition to this, all Thoman scholia have initial capital
letters, which the A scholia do not have. This latter feature may of course
go back to the exemplar, but the difference in ductus cannot be explained
in this way. If it were not for a single case on f.51 , where the old scho-
9)
lium on Septem 224 (Dindorf 326,22-26) has been written immediately
after the Thoman scholium (Dd. 326,28-30) on the same line, I would not
doubt that the Thoman scholia on the Septem were to be regarded as addi-
tions to the original first state old scholia.
There is a somewhat similar case on f.59 , where one might think that
the Thoman scholium on Septem 438-439 (Dd. 349,24-27) was written together
with the following old scholium on Sept. 437 (Dd. 349,10-17); this could
be corroborated by the fact that after the lemma of the old scholium at.
TCo6e Hip5eL (as usual, the old scholia in Sj lack the initial capital let-
ter) the beginning of the preceding Thoman scholium ferxELSfl yop Stdt xfJC
Y^XiJTTriQ has been written by the scribe who seems not to have noticed his
mistake. This blunder would hardly have been possible if the Thoman scho-
lium was not before him when he copied the old scholia.
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An explanation of this situation could be that the scribe of Sj copied
an exemplar in which old scholia and Thoman scholia were mixed, but where
the Thoman scholia were additions and not placed in the regular column.
Our scribe would then from time to time write the Thoman scholia into his
V r
own column, as it happened on ff.51 and 59 , but most often he did not
copy the Thoman scholia until later, when he added them at the top and the
bottom of his MS. The exemplar from which he copied was defective, the
initial capitals were missing in the A scholia, while the scholia added
in his exemplar from a Thoman source had initials. This might have been
plausible enough if it were not for a small irritating detail.
Until now I have only spoken of one scribe in Sj . There is, besides
the hand that wrote the Persae, a.t least one other hand in the scholia on
the Septem, probably the same hand as that found in the Pevsae. He would
seem to be a contemporary of the main scribe , since he takes over from
the main scribe e.g. on f.55 , where he is first found. A few pages
V r
later, on f.57 ha is found again, and this time he continues on f.58
,
where he writes all scholia except the Thoman scholium at the top of the
page, schol. Septem 415 (Dd. 347,23-27). The remarkable fact is, however,
that the Thoman scholium clearly was written before the second hand wrote
the following scholia 412, 414 and 415, all of which are old. It is far-
fetched to suppose that the original scribe had returned just to write
r
this Thoman scholium at the top of f.58 and let his colleague continue
with the old scholia. The explanation suggested here is that the Thoman
scholia are not additions but the original first state scholia in the MS
.
The A scholia were then added later and written by the two scribes joint-
ly. The fact that the Thoman scholia were written where they are now found,
would seem to indicate that the scribes intended to add a full commentary
and not the few Thoman scholia.
But if we take a look at the scholia on the Prometheus on the first
few pages of Sj , where we also have Thoman scholia, two facts strike us.
First, the Thoman scholia and the old scholia are here written together
in such a way that it is quite impossible to imagine that one set was writ-
ten before the other. Second, the old scholia on these pages have initials
V
until f.6 from which point only the Thoman scholia keep their rubrication.
But then later on in the play on f.l5 , the situation in the Prometheus
definitely resembles that in the Septem. For on this page we have first a
row of Thoman scholia covering the whole of the poetic text on the page,
and then a row of old scholia covering the same amount of poetic text.
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V
The same arrangement can be found on f.28 . So here the Thoman scholia
came first. If we now return to the Septem, there is one case where the
priority of the Thoman commentary is certain. On f.62 the scribe had to
use the space between the last line of poetic text and the scholia at the
bottom of the page in order to find room for the old scholia. On this page
the bottom was already occupied by a Thoman scholium.
What is the explanation of these facts? I have tried to discuss the
more obvious solutions, but as far as I can see there is only one expla-
nation that can account for all the facts, and that is simultaneous use
of two exemplars. The scribes of Sj used two different sources for the
scholia and tried to use them simultaneously. At the beginning of the MS
the scribe (here it is the original one) wrote his two sources into one
continuous column of scholia. This was difficult and was soon given up.
Then the first took what material he could use in his Thoman source and
added to this old scholia from a different exemplar. When he came to write
the scholia on the Septem, he had grown so tired from using two exemplars
at a time that he took very little Thoman material (this can also be seen
from the last play, where no Thoman scholia are found) and entered this
first; then he added the much more copious material from his old source.
This is why there are differences in ductus between the two sets in the
Septem but not in the Prometheus , and this also explains why a part of a
Thoman scholium has crept into the A scholium on f.59 . The scribe for a
moment forgot which of his two sources he was copying. The fact that the
old scholia from f.6 lack rubrication, while the Thoman do not, also pre-
supposes the use of two different exemplars, one unfinished and one with
the usual capital initial letters. Finally, this explanation (simultaneous
use of two different exemplars) also accounts for the single Thoman scho-
rHum by the original scribe in a section written by his colleague on f . 58 ;;
the original scribe had already written this scholium in Sj before he left
his work to be carried on by his colleague.
If the result of this lengthy discussion is correct, we have
in Sj an interesting case of contamination taking place so to
say before our eyes and in such a way that only a close palaeo-
graphical analysis may recover the facts. Herington was de-
ceived by the regularity of the script and thought the conta-
mination to have taken place in an ancestor of Sj . It remains
to be seen which of the two exemplars was used in the poetic
text.
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As mentioned above, we have in Sj a partial further witness
to the PPd recension of the scholia. There is another MS which
has hitherto been overlooked that has also been influenced,
though in a much lesser degree, by this recension. The MS
Ottob.gr. 34e (Na) was regarded by Turyn as a copy of Matr. gr.
12)4677 (N) . Turyn said that the scholia are omitted in Na
,
but this is not quite true. There are a few scholia and many
glosses, most of which closely resemble glosses known only from
P. Moreover, there is a genuine Ppd (and now also S j ) scholium
in Na (schol. Septem 412) which Na has in the characteristic
form given by PPdS j . Since text and scholia in Na are by the
13)
same hand, it is possible that Na is not just a copy of N.
A further isolated PPdSj scholium can be found in another MS that has
been discarded because it was thought to be of no value. The MS R {Vat.
14)
gr. 57) was used by Wilamowitz in his Aeschylus edition of 1914 and has
since been forgotten. According to Turyn, the MS is Thoman with glosses
and no scholia. The fact is, however, that in its commentary, which
mostly consists of glosses, R is certainly not Thoman but old. The Thoman
element in R is secondary; a later hand has entered a number of Thoman
glosses and one or two scholia, the most important of which is the rare
exegetic scholium on Sept. 7, which I have so far only found in Lh, Ua
2
and Sb ^na. 6r|l-iriYOpeU vuv{not in Dindorf ) . But this second hand R is
quite obviously a foreign element. This can be seen most effectively from
2
the beginning of the Septem^where R adds Thoman glosses above line 2
in between the original R material which is definitely old. R wrote
above this line the old glosses SxEL, t^OUOl^OCV and opxtl-^t a later occas-
ion the space between these glosses was used to accommodate the longer
Thoman note on this line flyouv oaxiQ apx^v Kal fegouOLCCV Sxei- nxX. (Dd.
2 , . ,300,12-14). At Septem 29, R added the Thoman explanation xat (xyeipeodai
to the old gloss fev vuKxl 3ouAeueo9aL .In addition to the rare and presum-
ably Thoman scholium on line 7, R only has a few scholia proper. One of
these (schol. Sept. 139) follows the PPdSj version of the A scholium. In
the next scholium in R, on Sept. 145 , there is partial agreement between
R and PPdSj so that in one of the crucial passages R follows PPdSj , in
the other it follows the regular A scholia. The last two scholia in R
are regular A scholia.
The case of R is another reminder that Turyn ' s class p of
Thoman MSS falls apart. Elsewhere I have tried to show that
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too many of the MSS in this group are rather to be regarded
17)
as Triclinian and some of the other cannot easily be dis-
tinguished from old MSS.
I should perhaps explain here what I mean by Thoman MSS.
In contrast to Turyn , who argued for the view that Thomas made
a recension of the poetic text and composed a commentary to
accompany that recension, I have been persuaded by Dawe and
by my own experience, that Thomas only wrote a commentary, ex-
plicitly ascribed to him by Triclinius. Thus the inference
from scholia to text is no longer valid. The existence of a
Thoman commentary in a given MS says absolutely nothing about
the character of the poetic text in the particular MS. This
is not to deny that we can draw a line between old MSS and the
Byzantine vulgate, for we know that Triclinius distinguished
between the text current in his time and the old MSS. But this
Byzantine vulgate must not be ascribed to any particular indi-
vidual - and moreover shows little sign of ever having been
the work of an individual, but rather of a mindless plurality
18
)
of different scribes. Thus I mean by Thoman MSS manuscripts
carrying the Thoman commentary, which is a quite definite quan-
tity. I should emphasize that the A commentary too, as far as
I can see, was not composed to accompany a particular recension
The only commentary written on Aeschylus to elucidate a parti-
cular recension is the Triclinian one.
We saw above that a comparatively undistinguished MS Sj revealed trea-
sures surely not to be despised by a conscientious editor of the scholia.
It is a lesson that we have to investigate practically every MS of Aeschy-
lus in toto, since MSS may change character any time , in order that no-
thing of value for our total view of the history of the text may escape
notice due to a low placing in the stemma. There are two MSS that I should I
19)like to mention especially for this reason, Nd {Lauv. plut. 31,38) and
20)Wa {Vat. Beg. gr. 92) . The scholia in these two MSS clearly form a grouf]
21) 22)
with C {Par. gr. 2785) and Xa {Ambr.N 175 sup.). These four MSS go
together so often that we must regard their scholia as a special recension
the characteristics of which I intend to deal with on another occasion.
Here I only wish to point out that Nd and Wa resemble each other so often
and so closely that one of them must be a copy of the other. The proof
of their true relation is found in schol. Septem 788, where a blot of ink
V
in Nd (f.20 ) after the word ocpaviie (Dd. 388,4) has been read as the
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article o by the scribe of Wa (f .134 ) with the result that the following
gibberish now can be read in the latter MS: xaL CXpaYfiC O vOv 5t Cpo3oOlJaL.
Since text and scholia in Wa is the work of one single scribe throughout
I venture to guess that Wa was copied wholesale from Nd. Though this guess
will have to be corroborated by a closer look at the poetic text in Wa,
my provisional conclusion on the basis of the scholia will have some con-
23)
sequences for our view of the group CWWaPPdNd and Xa.
A final note on Nd: The scribe of this MS has been stated by Vogel-
Gardthausen to be Akindynos Perdikes, according to a subscription on
f.27^ + oj xe PoT^dEL Tco oco SouAco AklvSuvo) tco nep5LKri (on f.l2
the same note is found but the last part was either written in a much
24)
lighter ink, or has been erased). The fact is, however, that this note
is not in the hand of either of the two scribes found in Nd, of which
V
the first one wrote the poetic text on ff.1-8 , the second all scholia
and the poetic text ff.9 until the end. This second scribe I would iden-
tify with Georgios Chrysokokkes (I) on the basis of the ductus. I have
compared the writing in Nd with the published facsimile specimen of his
25)
hand in Turyn's collection of dated Vatican MSS.
What I have said so far has been very critical of the analysis in
Turyn's book on the Aeschylus MSS. It is therefore paradoxical that I now
have to criticize other scholars who have been equally sceptical about
Turyn's results. But in the case of the MS A (Moscow olim Synod. Bibl. gr.
508) Turyn was right in stating this MS to be a partial apograph of Ba
{Vat. Ottoh. gr>. 1^0) . The Moscow MS was among the MSS collated by Dawe,
but he does not mention that Turyn found evidence that it was a copy of
Ba in Prometheus and Septem 1-789, ai.d in Page's Oxford text the Mos-
cow MS is reported in the apparatus as if it were an independent witness.
Turyn rightly saw that A changed its character at Sept. 790; what happens
r
here is that there is a change of hands and the new scribe (on f.62 ) uses
27)
a new exemplar. Until that point A is obviously a copy (also m the
commentary) of Ba, which MS has not been collated by Dawe or by Page. Un-
fortunately, it is only possible to compare the Moscow MS with Ba until
Sept. 518, for at this point the original part of Ba has been repaired and
28)
the pages ff.ll6 ff. are a later replacement for folios now lost. Thus
we cannot see whether the lack of glosses in A after Sept. 608 corresponds
to a similar defect in Ba at this point. However, the glosses in A are of
the same type until line 608; they are Thoman. This means that we have ba-
sically "old" text furnished with Thoman commentary and my point that we
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cannot rely on the type of commentary to determine the character of the
poetic text once again is shown to be correct.
Another case of a MS insufficiently investigated and therefore mis-
placed in the classification is Par. gr. 2786 (Ab + La) . In 1943 Turyn
concluded that this MS was a composite one, partly Thoman (La) and partly
old (Ab) . In the Prometheus , Septem and Pevsae 1-239 the MS was regarded
29)
by him as Thoman, while from Pers.2A0 on it was old. In fact, the scho-
lia on Prometheus are A scholia and those on Septem are sufficiently
abnormal to put the MS in a class apart. The MS is obviously a curious
mixture of old and Byzantine comments and needs a thorough investigation.
I can only point here to some of the most extraordinary features. Unfor-
tunately, the MS is partly illegible and I am not certain that I have been
able to read everything of value.
The scholia on the Septem are partly Thoman, partly very rare notes.
The glosses are also mixed; some are doubtless old and some are Thoman.
The state of the MS makes it almost impossible to distinguish between the
original stratum of the MS and subsequent additions, and there may have
been more than one hand at work ab initio. Still I would say with some
confidence that both old and Thoman commentary can be found in the origi-
nal first state of the book. The Thoman scholia do not call for comment,
but there are some extraordinary scholia which deserve mention. On Septem
121 we have a scholium quoting Sophocles and Euripides (f.36 ) : TOUTO AeL
TraSriTLMcioc YPcJicpeTaL cbs nal EupLTt(!6riQ' tkSvol y^ nat ti6vc0v ocvdyMaL Kpeiooov-
ee KUHAoOvxai- (Heo. 639)' xal SocpoKAfiQ noAAal xuKAoOvxaL vuhteq I'lyipaL x'
toat {El. 1365). This note is not known from any other MS. Then on Septem
V ,250 (f.38 ) Ab exhibits the rare note on OLYOl which I have published from
30)
the MS Par. suppl. gr. 110 (Sa) . This scholium came, as I have shown,
from Triclinius' commentary on Soph. Ai. 75 remodelled to suit the Aeschy-
lus passage. I took this note, together with the other notes of a learned
nature in Ha, to be the work of Karbones, who is also attested as a com-
31)
mentator on Sophocles. The connection between Ab and aa is further
strengthened by another rare scholium appearing in both MSS , the reworking
of Triclinius' note on Sept. 332 , which Ab has on f.40 . Since 3a has a
number of scholia not found in Ab and the text of the last two scholia are
correct in Ab as against Sa, both MSS are independent of each other. In
view of the fact that the above scholium on 121 resembles the learned scho-
lia in Sa I would suppose that Ab got this note from the same source as was
used for the scholia on 250 and 332, which I am inclined to regard as Kar-
bones.
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There is a MS closely resemb.ling Ab. , though lacking the scholia men-
tioned above. The Matr. 4617 (Ha) is clearly a gemellus, at least in the
commentary, to Ab, and further the MS Na {Ottob. gr. 346) is a close re-
lative to Ha and Ab, at least in the glosses.
Finally, I would like to mention a MS which calls for much closer ana-
lysis than I have been able to undertake as yet. The main problems, how-
ever, are sufficiently clear to be set out here. The MS in question is
Vienna, phil.gr. 279 (Yb) , which usually has been taken to be a gemellus
34)
to Ya (Vienna, phzl.gr. 197). Yb has not been given much attention no
doubt because of this opinion about its nature, though there is no reason
why Ya should be collated and Yb not. In the scholia, however, Yb is not
a gemellus. There are at least two contemporary hands in the poetic text
and the scholia in the Septem and they seem to have used two different
sources. The original scribe of the poetic text used in his scholia the
source common to Ya and Yb, while the other hand — and here I must em-
phasize that I am only speaking of the part of Yb containing the Septem
(ff .40^-82^) , since still another hand wrote the Prometheus part ff.1-39^
— used a Thoman source related to the Thoman source employed by Sj , in
addition to an old source resembling B and Y. I have still not carried
through a detailed analysis of the hands and their sources, but what I
have found so far clearly demonstrates that Yb cannot be a simple gemellus
35)
of Ya, at least in the scholia.
It has been argued in recent years that the transmission
of the text of Aeschylus is an open one, and these rather ec-
lectic notes on the scholia seem to confirm the diagnosis. I
hope to have made it clear that the scholia have been trans-
mitted independently and that the character of the scholia of
a given MS may not be used to determine the character of the
poetic text. For two reasons: the transmission does not follow
the clear-cut rules of our manuals, and apart from the Tricli-
nian edition, no set of scholia on Aeschylus was composed to
explain a definite text. I will give one more example of how
the MSS actually defy our preconceived notions about how they
ought to behave themselves: the MS Z (Athens 'Edvuxfi BL3ALO&r'|Kri
1056) has been written off as a worthless post-Thoman recension,
but the few pages I have seen contain almost exclusively old
3 6)glosses and some not found elsewhere.
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But let us not forget that it was Alexander Turyn who
started all this back in 1943. Without his pioneering work
we would still have been in the dark.
University of Copenhagen
1) Scholia graeaa in Aeschylvm quae exstant omnia. Pars I, Soholia in
Agamerrmonem Choephoros Eimenides Suppliaes continens ed. o.L. Smith.
BSB B.G. Teubner, Leipzig 1976.
2) For the scholia on the Septern I have seen and collated the follow-
ing MSS (I use Turyn 's symbols): AAbBBaCDDaEFFbFcFdGHaKLLcLhMNNaNbNcNd
OPPcPdQRRaRbRcSSgSjTTaUaVWWaXXaXbXcYYaYbZjAHa. I have only made soundings
in SbZZf. I have not yet collated IH and U, which are all important MSS;
furthermore, I intend to investigate Ferrara 116, Napoli II.F.31 bis,
II.F.33, Perugia H 56, Vat. gr.59, 912 and 920. For my work on the non-
triadic plays I have also seen the apographs of M.
3) For Turyn 's position see op. ait. 13 with n.lO. I have argued
against his view in Museum Tusculanum 34-35 (1979) 16 ff . (in Danish)
.
4) Turyn, op. ait. ,^1 and 86. See also C.J. Herington, The Older Saholia
on the Prometheus Bound, Leiden 1972, 17. I use the symbol Sj for the
whole of the Aeschylus part; of course, this is also the symbol used by
Herington. 5) Herington, loa. ait.
6) For the basic distinction between regular A scholia and the PPd re-
cension see Herington, op. ait., 22 ff . ; I have discussed some aspects of
P in CI. Med. 31 (1970 = 1975) 35 and 32 (forthcoming).
7) Letter to the present writer of 20 November 1976.
8) The Thoman scholia on the Septem have been written with larger let-
ters and more spacing than the A scholia.
9) Until my own edition appear, I have to use Dindorf's unreliable text
for reference purposes; where the exact wording comes into question, it is
to be understood that I quote from my own collations.
10) I have not been able to identify any of the two hands in S j
.
r
11) It would seem that already from f.5 on the scribe had given up
coordinated use of two sources; on this page we have first schol. vet.
Prom. 57a, 60a and 64ad, then schol. Thom. 54 and 62. On the following
pages he seems to have carried on this procedure of first copying a row
from one source, then from the other. On ff.5 -6 he began with the old
r
source, on f.7 he began with the Thoman one. The arrangement can be seen
most clearly on ff.l5 and 28^, as mentioned above.
12) On Na see Turyn, op. ait. ,46.
13) I have not analysed the glosses and scholia on the other plays in
Na. On Na's relation to Ab and Ha see below.
14) Op. ait., p. XVII. Page in his Oxford edition (1972) includes R in
his list of MSS that "perraro aommemorantur" (p.XI) . 15) Op. ait. ,76.
16) The scholium can be read in Dindorf 317,26-30. After nALO£ (line 30)
PPdSj add a paraphrase which is not found in the regular A scholia nor in R,
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On the other hand, R follows PPdSj in reading unoxwpOUOHQ xf\Q \amt6q (29)
against xfis vuKxie unDXCopnadoriQ (CNdWVYYaYbXa) or xfie vukt6s unoxcopoucjris
(BDNcXc)
.
17) See my paper mentioned above (n.3) and also CZ. Med. 31 (1970) 18.
18) On the problem of a Thoman recension of Aeschylus see R.D. Dawe
,
Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of Aeschylus, Cambridge 1964, 21,
and my remarks in Studies in the Scholia on Aeschylus I: The recensions of
Demetrius Triclinius, Leiden 1975, 132 with n.l8. The analogous problems
in Sophocles and Aristophanes I have discussed in G.E.B.S. 17 (1976) 75 ff.
and in Cl. Med. 32 (forthcoming) . On Triclinius distinguishing between a
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